A substantial body of literature suggests that eating behaviour can be socially influenced. 46 People have been shown to adapt their eating behaviour to that of a present dining companion (Bevelander, Anschütz, & Engels, 2012; Hermans, Larsen, Herman, & Engels, 2009;  Participants 145 100 children (53% females, 88% normal-weight) aged 6-11 years old (9.6 years, SD = 1.5) 146 were recruited from two Primary schools in North-West England. Children were led to 147 believe that the study was looking at how children play games. In recent work, we examined 148 the effect of perceived eating norms on children's vegetable consumption and in this study 149 we observed a statistically large effect (Sharps & Robinson, 2015) . Therefore, sample sizes of 214 To assess usual fruit and vegetable consumption, the Day in the Life questionnaire was 215 administered, which is a valid and reliable twenty-four hour recall measure for use in children 216 (Edmunds & Ziebland, 2002) . We included questions about children's liking of carrots (e.g.
Fruit and vegetable consumption and liking

217
how much do you like the carrots you were given? And how much do you like carrots in 218 general?), with 5 response options ranging from 'a lot' to 'not at all'. These questions were 219 assessed using smiley-face Likert-style scales and were based on questions used by Sharps 220 and Robinson (2015). 232 To examine whether the social influence condition manipulation was successful, children 233 were asked 'how many carrots do you think other children ate in the study', and were 234 presented with three choices 'none', 'some', and 'almost all', alongside a photograph of 235 either a full, half full, or empty bowl of carrots.
Manipulation checks
236
To examine whether the peer acceptance manipulation was successful, i.e. it caused children 237 to believe that they were either accepted by their peers or were uncertain about whether they 238 were accepted by their peers, children were asked 'how especially liked do you think you 239 are?' and children were presented with a paper version of the peer acceptance scale, which 240 was a 3-point Likert-style scale which contained the peer acceptance image as one anchor, 241 the peer exclusion image as the other anchor, and 'unsure' in the middle. Children were tested individually during weekdays between 9am and 3.30pm at a primary 245 school. Children were informed that the researcher was interested in how children play 246 games. First the child was primed with feelings of peer acceptance or ambiguity of peer 247 acceptance. Following this, the child was presented with the fictitious participant information 248 sheet, and completed the date of birth and gender columns with the researcher. The researcher 249 pointed out the 'Carrots (amount eaten)' column and explained that this did not need to be 250 completed, and had only been completed previously for carrot buying purposes. The 251 researcher then pointed out the intake of previous children. In all conditions the researcher 252 'noticed' the bowl on the table and described the intake of previous children to the child. presented with the peer acceptance scale as described in the priming procedure. Next, every 255 child was then presented with a paper version of the peer acceptance scale and asked to 256 indicate how especially liked they believed they were. The researcher then explained that 257 they would leave the child alone while the researcher sorted out the game and that they could 258 eat as much or as little of the snack as they wished. The child was left alone for 7 minutes to 259 eat as many or as few vegetables as they wished. After the 7 minutes, the researcher returned.
260
In children primed with ambiguity of peer acceptance the researcher then explained to the 261 child that they believed that the child was especially liked. To corroborate the cover story all 262 children were then presented with the game and the researcher explained that the game 263 involved trying to find pairs of animal images. Both bowls were removed from the table and 264 the child was left to play the game for three minutes. Finally, the researcher asked the child 265 what they thought the aims of the study were, and completed the remaining questionnaire 266 measures with the child. Height and weight were subsequently measured.
268
Analysis strategy 269 The main planned analysis was a 2 x 2 ANOVA, with factors social influence condition (high 270 vs. no intake) and peer acceptance condition (peer acceptance vs. ambiguity of peer 271 acceptance). The dependent variable was children's vegetable consumption (in grams). We 272 planned to follow up significant effects of the manipulation checks and main analyses with
Results
277
No differences (ps > .05) were found between the conditions for age, gender or BMI. See 278   Table 1 . 
289
There was no significant main effect of peer acceptance condition on children's beliefs about 290 the amount of vegetables eaten by other children [F (1, 96) = 2.66, p = .106, ƞp 2 = .03].
291
However, a significant social influence condition x peer acceptance condition interaction was 292 observed [F (1, 96) = 5.98, p = .016, ƞp 2 = .06]. We therefore examined the effect of social 293 influence condition on children's beliefs about the amount of vegetables eaten by other 294 children in the peer acceptance vs. ambiguity of peer acceptance conditions separately.
295
In the peer acceptance condition, independent samples t-tests revealed that children exposed 296 to the high intake norm believed that other children had eaten more vegetables (n = 25, M = 297 2.48, SD = .51) than did children who were exposed to the no intake norm (n = 25, M = 1.12,
33), t (48) = 11.18, p < .001, d = 3.17. In the ambiguity of peer acceptance condition, 299 independent samples t-tests also revealed that children exposed to the high intake norm 300 believed that other children had eaten more vegetables (n = 25, M = 2.40, SD = .58) than did 301 children exposed to the no intake norm (n = 25, M = 1.52, SD = .51), t (48) = 5.71, p < .001, 302 d = 1.61. Thus, in both peer acceptance conditions children exposed to the high intake norm 303 believed that previous children in the study had eaten more vegetables than children exposed 304 to the no intake norm. However, the social influence condition manipulation had a stronger 305 effect in children primed with peer acceptance vs. ambiguity of peer acceptance. us to test whether children would be more strongly influenced by a perceived eating norm in 377 a novel and unfamiliar context, but be less influenced when eating in a familiar eating context 378 that they had encountered before. Because of the design of the study we were also able to 379 examine whether being exposed to perceived eating norm information during session 1 380 continued to affect vegetable consumption a day later (session 2) in the absence of that 381 perceived eating norm information.
383
Experimental design 384 Participants were randomised into a 2 x 2 x 2 mixed design, with between subjects' factors; 385 social influence condition (high vs. no intake) and familiarity of the eating context condition 386 (familiar vs. unfamiliar), and a within subject's factor of eating session (session 1 and session 387 2). Study 2 adopted the same remote-confederate design as Study 1, whereby children were other children either ate a large amount of vegetables or no vegetables during one of the two 390 sessions they participated in. In the session in which children were not exposed to social 391 influence condition information, the column 'Carrots (Amount eaten)' remained blank, and 392 the bowl contained an item unrelated to food (pens). 395 In order to manipulate familiarity of the eating context, we manipulated the session in which 396 children were exposed to the social influence condition information. In the 'unfamiliar eating 397 context' condition, children were exposed to the social influence condition information in 398 session 1, and received no intake information in session 2 (see above). In the 'familiar eating 399 context' condition children were exposed to the social influence condition information in 400 session 2, and saw no intake information in session 1. table in all conditions. The child was left alone for 7 minutes to eat as many or as few carrots 437 as they wished. After the 7 minutes, the researcher returned. The researcher removed the 438 bowls and the fictitious participant information sheet from the table and presented the child 439 with a game (the game involved matching two animal images to make a pair). The researcher 440 explained how to play the game and the child was left to play the game for 3 minutes. On Session 2 was identical to session 1. The only difference was that children in the 'familiar 448 eating context' condition were now exposed to the social influence condition information 449 (fictitious information sheet and bowl of carrots communicating the perceived eating norm), 450 while children in the 'unfamiliar eating context' condition did not receive any social 451 influence condition information and instead were exposed to the blank fictitious information The present studies had two aims: First, we aimed to replicate the effect of perceived eating 554 norms on children's vegetable consumption (Sharps & Robinson, 2015) . Second, we aimed to 555 examine the mechanisms that underlie why children are influenced by perceived eating 556 norms. In both studies we found that children were influenced by perceived eating norms 557 regarding other children's vegetable consumption, eating more vegetables when they were 558 led to believe that previous children had eaten a large amount of vegetables, compared to 559 when they were led to believe that previous children had eaten no vegetables. Study 1 showed 560 that children were influenced by perceived eating norms regardless of whether they were 561 primed with feelings of peer acceptance or ambiguity of peer acceptance. Study 2 showed 562 that children were most strongly influenced by perceived eating norms when they were 563 exposed to a norm in an unfamiliar eating context. Moreover, this effect persisted into a 564 second session when eating norm information was not present. However, when children were 565 exposed to the norm when they were in an eating context that they had previously eaten in, 566 children's vegetable consumption was not significantly influenced. The results of Study 2 are 567 consistent with the growing body of research which suggests that perceived eating norms 568 may act as a form of informational social influence on eating behaviour when people are 569 uncertain of how to behave (Herman & Polivy, 2005; Robinson, Thomas, et al., 2014) .
394
Explanation of familiarity of the eating context condition
570
In Study 2 we found that an eating norm presented in a first session continued to influence 571 children's eating behaviour in a session twenty-four hours later when the norm information 572 was no longer present. This finding is consistent with a previous study investigating peer 573 imitation of food intake in children (Bevelander, Anschutz & Engels., 2012) . was not the case. However, using different measures to prime children and to measure the 682 manipulation would be useful in future studies. In Study 2, although we manipulated whether 683 an eating context was unfamiliar or familiar, we did not directly measure how uncertain 684 children felt about how to behave in either eating context. Producing a measure which 685 accurately taps into uncertainty may be particularly difficult in this age range, therefore we 686 opted not to measure it in this instance. However, directly measuring uncertainty about how 687 to behave and examining the effect this has on the influence perceived eating norms would 688 produce a more accurate test of an informational social influence hypothesis. Finally, here we 689 examined evidence for the mechanisms in two separate studies, it would however, be useful 690 to pit the two mechanisms against each other in a single study.
691
In conclusion, across two studies we provide further evidence that children are influenced by No intake (n = 33)
High intake (n = 32)
No intake (n = 30) BMI (z-score)
.21 (1.23) .15 (1.05) .27 (1.04) .17 (1.20) Social influence condition: F (1, 123) = .15, p = .704, ƞp 2 = .001 Familiarity of eating context: F (1, 123) = .03, p = .853, ƞp 2 < .001. Social influence condition x familiarity of eating context interaction: F (1, 123) = .01, p = .933, ƞp 2 < .001.
Age ( 
